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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



The amendment filed 9/12/2006 has been placed of record in the file. 



2. 



Claims 41 and 50 have been amended. 



3. 



Claims 42 and 5 1 have been canceled. 



4. Claims 41, 43-50, and 52-58 are now pending. 

5. The applicant's arguments with respect to claims 41, 43-50, and 52-58 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the following new grounds of rejection. 



6. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. The applicant's submission filed on 9/12/2006 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

7. Claims 43-49 and 52-58 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• Claims 43-49 and 52-58 are dependent on a canceled claim. For the purpose of applying 
prior art it will be assumed that claims 43 and 47 depend on claim 41 and that claims 52 
and 56 depend on claim 50. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

8. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

9. Claims 50 and 52-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 50 and 52-58 recite descriptive material that 
may or may not be an embodiment of a computer system or embodied on a computer readable 
medium so as to be executable. Here, "a computer program data product" does not constitute 
eligible subject matter for patentability. See MPEP 2 1 06.IV.B. 1 . 

10. The applicant's specification defines computer readable media in terms of both statutory 
and non-statutory embodiments. See the specification, page 27, line 1 1 through page 28, line 6. 
The "communication media" embodiment is considered non-statutory as a signal encoded with 
functional descriptive material does not fall within any of the categories of patentable subject 
matter set forth in 35 U.S.C. 101. A claim that can be read so broadly as to include statutory and 
non- statutory subject matter must be amended to limit the claim to a practical application. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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12. Claims 41, 43-47, 50, and 52-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Roberts et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,792,605), hereinafter referred to as 
Roberts. 

13. Roberts has disclosed a method for providing web services using an XML runtime model 
that utilizes data exchange schema data corresponding to remote services. However, concerning 
claims 41 and 50, Roberts is not explicit about the same order of the steps as claimed. 
Specifically, Roberts did not explicitly state storing the data exchange schema data within the 
web services library at the same time that the generated processing object is stored. It is unclear 
when exactly the system of Roberts stores the schema data as it appears that the schema data is 
present in the web services architecture once the service is published. However, the system still 
stores the schema data arid it is in direct relation to the processing object. See Roberts, column 
5, lines 62-67. Since the schema data is already stored at the time of storing the processing 
object, it would have been obvious to simply store the schema data later when storing the 
processing object, or restore the schema data with the data processing object. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to 
modify the system of Roberts by adding the ability to store the data exchange schema data within 
the web services library at the same time that the generated processing object is stored. This 
satisfies the need for flexible network storage paradigms which are well known in the art in order 
to effectuate advanced processing techniques over networked devices. 

14. Some claims will be discussed together. Those claims which are essentially the same 
except that they set forth the claimed invention as a computer program data product are rejected 
under the same rationale applied to the described claim. 



Application/Control Number: 09/875,324 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2152 

1 5 . Thereby, Roberts discloses : 
• <Ciaims41 and50> 

A method, executed in a computer system, for automatically creating data exchange 
schema data on a network server corresponding to remote processing services provided 
by the network server for source code corresponding to data processing objects used to 
provide the remote processing services upon receipt of a request from a client, the 
method comprising: storing a source code file within the mass storage of the server 
(Roberts, column 4, lines 41-45); receiving a processing service request (Roberts, column 
6, lines 23-27); determining the processing service to be performed by examining one or 
more items of payload data in the processing service request (Roberts, column 6, lines 
28-33); compiling the source code file to generate a data processing object, the data 
processing object providing the requested processing service (Roberts, column 7, lines 
1 1-29); automatically generating the data exchange schema data that specifies how to 
exchange data between the server and the client for the data processing object, the data 
exchange schema data generated when the source code file is compiled to generate the 
data processing object, the data exchange schema data being a separate description from 
the data processing object (Roberts, column 7, lines 12-15 and column 8, lines 30-47); 
storing the data exchange schema data and the data processing object within the web 
services library for use by subsequent processing service requests (Roberts, column 5, 
line 62 through column 6, line 10 and obviousness as discussed above); receiving a 
subsequent processing service request for a subsequent client (Roberts, column 10, line 
53 through column 11, line 6); determining if a compiled version of the data processing 
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object is stored in the web services library (Roberts, column 10, line 53 through column 
1 1, line 6); if the data processing object is stored in the web services library, separately 
providing the data exchange schema data to the subsequent client, the subsequent client 
determining format and function of input and output arguments of the data processing 
object from the data exchange schema data (Roberts, column 13, lines 9-19); receiving 
subsequent pay load data for the data processing object, the subsequent pay load data 
received in accordance with the data exchange schema data (Roberts, column 13, lines 
26-41); and in response to receiving the subsequent payload data, providing the requested 
processing service to the subsequent client (Roberts, column 13, lines 26-41). 

• <Claims 43 and 52> 

The method according to claim 42, wherein data exchange schema data comprises an 
HTML representation for a web page containing a description of exposed data processing 
services (Roberts, column 5, lines 38-43). 

• <Claims 44 and 53> 

The method according to claim 43, wherein the web page comprises: a textual description 
of each exposed data processing service based upon data stored within the source code 
file; a description of each input argument accepted by each exposed data processing 
service, the description includes a description of the input argument and a description of 
the data format for the input argument data expected by the exposed data processing 
service; and a description of each output data value generated by each exposed data 
processing service (Roberts, column 11, lines 42-63 and column 12, lines 22-29), 
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• <Claims 45 and 54> 

The method according to claim 44, wherein the description of each input argument 
further comprises an input field upon the generated web page for permitting a user to 
input a value to be passed to the exposed data processing service as the corresponding 
input argument (Roberts, column 13, lines 32-41). 

• <Claims 46 and 55> 

The method according to claim 45, wherein the description of each output data value 
generated by each exposed data processing service further comprises an activate button 
which causes the remote data processing service to be activated using the values 
contained within the input fields corresponding to the input arguments as the input 
arguments submitted with the remote data processing service request (Roberts, column 
13, lines 1-8). 

• <Claims 47 and 56> 

The method according to claim 42, wherein the data exchange schema data comprises a 
specification for the input and output data schema expressed in a data transfer 
specification language (Roberts, column 8, lines 15-47). 
Since Roberts discloses all of the above limitations, claims 41, 43-47, 50, and 52-56 are rejected. 

16. Claims 48 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roberts, as applied above, further in view of W3C's "Web Services Description Language 
(WSDL) 1.1," dated 3/1 5/2001 , hereinafter referred to as WSDL. 
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17. Roberts disclosed a method for providing web services using an XML runtime model that 
utilizes data exchange schema data corresponding to remote services. In an analogous art, 
WSDL disclosed a description of WSDL, Web Services Description Language, a type of data 
exchange description language for web services. Roberts also states W3C compliance for his 
schema data (see Roberts, column 8, lines 30-47) and WSDL is set forth by the W3C for the 
same type of network uses. 

18. Concerning claims 48 and 57, Roberts did not explicitly state the data transfer 
specification language comprising a Web Services Description Language representation. 
However, WSDL does explicitly disclose the use of Web Services Description Language in a 
system such as the system of Roberts for describing network services. Web Services Description 
Language would have been a clear alternative for a description language for one of ordinary skill 
in the art in this type of system. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention to modify Roberts by adding the ability for the data transfer 
specification language to comprise a Web Services Description Language representation as 
provided by WSDL. Here the combination satisfies the need for the efficient creation of custom 
applications that dynamically invoke and interconnect a combination of web services and 
configure themselves in customized formats at runtime. See Roberts, column 3, lines 15-19. 

19. Thereby, the combination of Roberts and WSDL discloses: 
• <Claims 48 and 57> 

The method according to claim 47, wherein the data transfer specification language 
comprises a Web Services Description Language representation for the data exchange 
schema data (WSDL, page 1, Abstract). 
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Since the combination of Roberts and WSDL discloses all of the above limitations, claims 48 
and 57 are rejected. 

20. Claims 49 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roberts, as applied above, further in view of W3G's "Metadata Activity Statement," dated 
5/8/2000, hereinafter referred to as W3C. 

21. Roberts disclosed a method for providing v^eb services using an XML runtime model that 
utilizes data exchange schema data corresponding to remote services. In an analogous art, W3C 
disclosed a description of RDF, Resource Description Framework, a type of data exchange 
description language for web services. Roberts also states W3C compliance for his schema data 
(see Roberts, column 8, lines 30-47) and RDF is set forth by the W3C for the same type of 
network uses. 

22. Concerning claims 49 and 58, Roberts did not explicitly state the data transfer 
specification language comprising a Resource Description Format representation. However, 
W3C does explicitly disclose the use of RDF schemas in a system such as the system of Roberts 
for describing network services. RDF would have been a clear alternative for a description 
language for one of ordinary skill in the art in this type of system. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify Roberts by 
adding the ability for the data transfer specification language to comprise a Resource Description 
Format representation as provided by W3C. Here the combination satisfies the need for the 
efficient creation of custom applications that dynamically invoke and interconnect a combination 
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of web services and configure themselves in customized formats at runtime. See Roberts, 
column 3, lines 15-19. 

23. Thereby, the combination of Roberts and W3C discloses: 

• <Claims 49 and 58> 

The method according to claim 47, wherein the data transfer specification language 
comprises a Resource Description Format representation for the data exchange schema 
data (W3C, page 3, the first two paragraphs). 

Since the combination of Roberts and W3C discloses all of the above limitations, claims 49 and 

58 are rejected. 

Conclusion 

24. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the applicant's 
disclosure. 

• Slaughter et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,950,875) disclosed message conductors that can 
accept a data representation language schema that describes the ordering for messages 
that may be sent between a client and a service. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Victor Lesniewski whose telephone number is 571-272-3987. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





Victor Lesniewski 
Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 2152 



